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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments regarding the requirement for election based on original 
presentation have been considered and the Examiner concedes that the requirement must be 
made prior to a final action per 37 CFR 1 . 142. In response to the applicant's arguments 
regarding the validity of the election requirement, although claim 1 (as pointed out by the 
applicant) may recite the provision of information to a server, it is only a small part of the claim 
whereas this is the entire purpose of claim 32. Claim 32 is thus, at best, a subcombination of 
claim 1 that could have an entirely different use and would require a new search and basis of 
rejection. Further, the limitations of claim 1 do not mention a "proxy server" which is explicitly 
required in claim 32. For all these reasons, the election is valid and claims 32 and 33 are treated 
as non-elected claims. The election is restated below. 

2. Applicant's further arguments filed 01/08/2004 have been considered but are not 
persuasive. Please see the following reasons and the grounds of rejection below. 

3. The applicant argues that Schulzrinne does not mention or suggest "providing 
information to at least one server of the communication session. . .a first protocol. . .a second 
protocol. . .and a third protocol" (page 12. paragraph 3 - page 13, paragraph 3). The applicant 
goes on to state that the reference tro Arao et al. (1999) also does not address these limitations. 
The argument is not persuasive because as shown in the previous office action and conceded by 
the applicant, Schulzrinne does teach the use of three protocols, the first protocol (SIP) is used 
for communication initiation and termination, the second protocol (BGP) is a routing protocol 
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used in conveying policy information, the final protocol (RSVP) is used for conveying 
information about resource usage as required by the claim limitations. 

4. Applicant's further arguments are not persuasive for the same reasons shown above and 
in light of the rejection below. 

Election/Restrictions 

5. Newly submitted claims 32 and 33 are directed to an invention that is independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: they are directed to a 
system primarily for the authorization of a communication session by a server. This system has 
a separate and independent function from the previously claimed system such as in an Intranet 
security application. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for prosecution 
on the merits. Accordingly, claims 32 and 33 are withdrawn from consideration as being directed 
to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1.142(b), MPEP 821.03 and MPEP 818.02. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which the subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 2, 9-11, 15-22, 24-26, 28, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schulzrinne et al. (1999) in view of Arao et al. (1999). 
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8. Regarding claim 1, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) teach a system for providing Internet 
Protocol (IP) communications over at least one network with Quality of Service (QoS), 
comprising the steps of: 

a. Means for initiating a communication session between at least one first end 
client device and at least one second end client device (page 1; figure 3). 

b. In response to initiating the communication session, providing information 
according to a plurality of communication protocols including a first protocol 
for communication session establishment (SIP), a second protocol for 
deploying policy (BGP), and a third protocol for authorization of the 
communication session according to a QoS level (RSVP), the information 
including policy information conveyed by the second protocol, and at least 
one of resource usage, authorization, authentication, and accounting 
information conveyed by the third protocol (abstract; page 1, paragraph 1) 

c. In response to initiating the communication session, means for providing the 
information to at least one router of the communication session for enabling a 
Quality of Service policy in session packets arriving at the router and 
conveying information according to these protocols (page 3; Table 1; page 3). 

d. Means for establishing a communication session between the at least one first 
end client device and the at least one second end client device (page 1; figure 
3). 

Although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) shows substantial features of 
the claimed invention, it fails to specifically disclose means for: 
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a. Providing information to at least one server of the communication session, the 
information including at least one of resource usage, policy, authorization, 
authentication, and accounting information. 
Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999), as evidenced by Arao et al. 
(1999). 

In an analogous art, Arao et al. (1999) disclose a system for QoS policy distribution 
wherein: 

a. In response to the initiation of the communication session, means for 

providing information to at least one server of the communication session, the 
information including at least one of resource usage, policy, authorization, 
authentication, and accounting information (page 1389, column 2, paragraph 
6). 

Given the teaching of Arao et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
by employing the passing of parameters to an authorization, authentication, and accounting 
server. The advantages of doing this include centralization of security and access policy, and 
access only to privileged system administrators. This separation of function makes the system 
more secure and more reliable. 

9. Regarding claim 2, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao et al. (1999) teach all the 
limitations as applied to claim 1. Schulzrinne further teaches means wherein the Quality of 
Service policy is in accordance with a Differentiated Services model the one router altering a 
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Differentiated services field specifying Differentiated services code points of the session packets 
(page 1). Note that RSVP would set the routing points for the packet at the router. 
10. Regarding claim 9, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) teach means wherein the step of providing 
information to at least one router of the communication session is according to the second 
protocol, further comprises the steps of: 

a. Sending a message installing policy to at least one router (page 3). 

b. Sending a message (from the router) (page 4). 

Although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as applied to claim 1) shows 
substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose: 

a. Sending a message requesting a local policy decision; and 

b. Sending a message (from the router) confirming installation. 
Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 

modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999), as evidenced by Arao et al 
(1999). 

In an analogous art, Arao et al. (1999) discloses: 

a. Sending a message requesting a local policy decision (page 1389, column 2, 
paragraph 6; page 1391, column 2, figure). 
Given the teaching of Arao et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
by having routers request local policy decisions. This allows the routers to be updated with the 
most current usage statistic, or authentication information. 
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Further, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the 
desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) by having a message sent 
from the router to confirm installation of the local policy decision. This is necessary and 
advantageous because the server is able to accurately manage all routers on which the policy has 
been installed, not just those that the policy was sent to. Any errors in communication or 
installation can be remedied with a re-submission of the policy to the router. 

11. Regarding claim 10, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao et al. (1999) teach all the 
limitations as applied to claim 9. Schulzrinne further teaches means wherein the at least one 
router performs according to a Differentiated Services model (page 1). 

12. Regarding claim 11, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao et al. (1999) teach all the 
limitations as applied to claim 9. Schulzrinne et al. (1999) further disclose means wherein steps 
(a)-(c) (from claim 9) are performed on a plurality of routers, one of the plurality of routers being 
a local router for the first end client device, and one of the plurality of routers being a local router 
for the second end client device (page 3). Note that Schulzrinne et al. (1999) do not limit the 
number of involved routers and the location in relation to the clients. 

13. Regarding claim 15, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as 
applied to claim 1) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means 
wherein the network uses an authorization token to indicate that a session is authorized. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 

A person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability 
and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al by utilizing an authorization token. The use of a 
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token is advantageous because it allows for control of each entity utilizing the service. 
Authorized sessions can be monitored and accurately logged for system administrators and 
security applications. Note that any of a number of authorization methods would have been 
appropriate. 

14. Regarding claim 16, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) disclose a system for providing Internet 
Protocol (IP) communications over at least one network with Quality of Service (QoS) with 
means for: 

a. Initiating termination of a communication session between at least one first 
end client device and at least one second end client device (page 4, paragraph 
!)• 

b. In response to terminating the communication session, providing information 
according to a plurality of communication protocols including a first protocol 
for communication session establishment (SIP), a second protocol for 
deploying policy (BGP), and a third protocol for authorization of the 
communication session according to a QoS level (RSVP), the information 
including policy information conveyed by the second protocol, and at least 
one of resource usage, authorization, authentication, and accounting 
information conveyed by the third protocol (abstract; page 1, paragraph 1) 

c. Providing information to at least one router of the communication session 
(page 3). 

Although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne (1999) shows substantial features of the 
claimed invention, it fails to disclose in response to termination: 
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a. Providing information to at least one server of the communication session, the 
information including at least one of resource usage, policy, authorization, 
authentication, and accounting information. 

b. De-installing a QoS policy at the router. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999), as evidenced by Arao et al. 
(1999). 

In an analogous art, Arao et al. (1999) disclose a system for QoS policy distribution 
wherein: 

a. In response to the termination of the communication session, means for 

providing information to at least one server of the communication session, the 
information including at least one of resource usage, policy, authorization, 
authentication, and accounting information (page 1389, column 2, paragraph 
6). 

Given the teaching of Arao et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
by employing the passing of parameters to an authorization, authentication, and accounting 
server. The advantages of doing this include centralization of security and access policy, and 
access only to privileged system administrators. This separation of function makes the system 
more secure and more reliable. 

Further, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the 
desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) by employing the de- 



Application/Control Number: 09/435,540 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2153 

installation of policy at the routers. The applicant acknowledges in the specification that the de- 
installation of policy upon session teardown is a commonly known feature (page 10, paragraph 
2). This benefits the system by allowing unused routers to be quickly cleared of unnecessary 
policy information. 

15. Regarding claim 17, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) teach all the limitations as applied to claim 

16. They further teach means wherein the Quality of Service policy is in accordance with a 
Differentiated service model (page 1). 

16. Regarding claim 18, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) teach all the limitations as applied to claim 

16. They further teach means wherein terminating the session is done according to the first 
protocol and means for: 

a. Sending a termination message from the at least one first end client device to 
that at least one second end client device (page 1). 

b. Sending a message indicating receipt of the termination message by the at 
least one second end client device (page 1). Note that in the reference, this 
session teardown method is an inherent part of the SEP standard. 

17. Regarding claim 19, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) teach all the limitations as applied to claim 

18. They further teach means wherein the first protocol includes a Session Initiation Protocol 
(SIP) (page 1). 

18. Regarding claim 20, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) teach all the limitations as applied to claim 
16. They further teach means wherein the network includes at least one additional server for 
receiving and forwarding termination messages (figure 2, 'proxy'). 
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19. Regarding claim 21, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as 
applied to claim 18) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose 
means for: 

a. Sending a message requesting de-installation of policy corresponding to at 
least one policy server. 

b. Sending a message responding to the message in (a) confirming the de- 
installation of the policy. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999). 

A person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability 
and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) by employing the de-installation of policy 
at the routers. The applicant acknowledges in the specification that the de-installation of policy 
upon session teardown is a commonly known feature (page 10, paragraph 2). This benefits the 
system by allowing unused routers to be quickly cleared of unnecessary policy information. 

20. Regarding claim 22, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as 
applied to claim 21) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose 
means wherein steps (a) and (b) are performed by a plurality of policy servers, one of the 
plurality of policy servers being a local policy server for the first end client device, and one of 
the plurality of policy servers being a local policy server for the second end client device. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999), as evidenced by Arao et al. 
(1999). 
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In an analogous art, Arao et al. (1999) disclose a system for distribution of QoS policy 
wherein policy installation is performed by a plurality of policy servers, one of the plurality of 
policy servers being a local policy server for the first end client device, and one of the plurality 
of policy servers being a local policy server for the second end client device (page 1389, column 
2, paragraph 6; page 1391, column 2, figure). 

Given the teaching of Arao et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
by sending messages to and from the policy server. The benefit of passing QoS parameters to 
and from this policy server is the increased oversight and the ability to alter QoS policy and 
decisions at a single point for each client device. 

21. Regarding claim 24, Schulzrinne teaches means wherein information is provided 
according to the second protocol (Abstract, Page 1). Although the system disclosed by 
Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as applied to claim 16) shows substantial features of the claimed 
invention, it fails to disclose means for: 

a. Receiving a message requesting de-installation of a local policy decision 
corresponding to the terminating session. 

b. Sending a message directing a de-installation of the policy to at least one 
router. 

c. Receiving a message confirming de-installation. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al (1999). 
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A person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability 
and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) by employing the de-installation of policy 
at the routers. The applicant acknowledges in the specification that the de-installation of policy 
upon session teardown is a commonly known feature (page 10, paragraph 2). This benefits the 
system by allowing unused routers to be quickly cleared of unnecessary policy information. 
Additionally, this set of steps is common in the installation of policy and would be also applied 
to the de-installation so that it is confirmed that policy has been de-installed. 

22. Regarding claim 25, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) teach all the limitations as applied to claim 
24. They further teach means wherein the at least one router performs according to a 
Differentiated Services model (page 1). 

23. Regarding claim 26, Schulzrinne et al. (1999) teach all the limitations as applied to claim 

24. They further teach means wherein steps (a)-(c) are performed on a plurality of routers, one 
of the plurality of routers being a local router for the first end client device, and one of the 
plurality of routers being a local router for the second end client device (page 3). Note that in the 
reference, QoS policy is distributed to all routers. 

24. Regarding claim 28, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as 
applied to claim 24) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose 
means wherein a policy server performs step (a) by storing information concerning at least one 
of resource usage, policy, authorization, authentication, and accounting information concerning 
the terminating session. 
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Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999), as evidenced by Arao et al. 
(1999). 

In an analogous art, Arao et al. (1999) disclose a system for QoS policy distribution 
wherein a policy server performs the termination step by storing information concerning at least 
one of resource usage, policy, authorization, authentication, and accounting information 
concerning the terminating session (page 1389, column 2, paragraph 6). 

Given the teaching of Arao et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
by employing the passing of parameters to an authorization, authentication, and accounting 
server. The advantages of doing this include centralization of security and access policy, and 
access only to privileged system administrators. This separation of function makes the system 
more secure and more reliable. 

25. Regarding claim 31, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as 
applied to claim 16) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose 
means wherein the network uses an authorization token to indicate that a session is authorized. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 

A person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability 
and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al by utilizing an authorization token. This is a 
commonly used method and fits well within the paradigm claimed. The use of a token is 
advantageous because it allows for control of each entity utilizing the service. Authorized 
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sessions can be monitored and accurately logged for system administrators and security 
applications. Note that any of a number of authorization methods would have been appropriate. 

26. Claims 3-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schulzrinne et 
al. (1999) and Arao et al. (1999) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Eriksson et 
al. 

27. Regarding claim 3, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao 
et al. (1999) (as applied to claim 1) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to 
disclose means wherein the step of initiating a communication session is performed according to 
the first protocol (SIP), and further comprises the steps of: 

a. Sending an initiation message from the at least one first end client device to 
the at least one second end client device; 

b. Sending a message indicating receipt of the initiation message by the at least 
one second end client device; 

c. Sending a message indicating the at least one second end client device is 
responding to the initiation message; and 

d. sending a message indicating a receipt of the message in (c) by the at least one 
first end client device and signaling the start of the communication session. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao et al. (1999), as 
evidenced by Eriksson et al. (1999) 
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In an analogous art, Eriksson et al. (1999) disclose means wherein the step of initiating a 
communication session is performed according to the first protocol (SIP), and further comprises 
the steps of: 

a. Sending an initiation message from the at least one first end client device to 
the at least one second end client device (page 15); 

b. Sending a message indicating receipt of the initiation message by the at least 
one second end client device (page 15); 

c. Sending a message indicating the at least one second end client device is 
responding to the initiation message (page 15); and 

d. Sending a message indicating a receipt of the message in (c) by the at least 
one first end client device and signaling the start of the communication 
session (page 15). 

Given the teaching of Eriksson et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art 
would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. 
(1999) and Arao et al. (1999) by this set of call initiation steps. These steps are intrinsic to the 
Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) that is specifically geared and optimized for Internet Telephony 
and high priority communications over the Internet. It is therefore a clear choice for this 
application. 

28. Regarding claim 4, Schulzrinne et al (1999) teach all the limitations as applied to claim 
3. They further teach means wherein the first protocol includes Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) 
(page 1) 
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29. Regarding claim 5, Schulzrinne et al. (1999), Arao et al. (1999), and Eriksson et al. 
(1999) teach all the limitations as applied to claim 3. Schulzrinne further teaches means wherein 
the network includes at least one server for receiving and forwarding initiation messages (page 
12). Note that in the reference, the INVITE message is the initiation message that is forwarded. 

30. Regarding claim 6, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as applied 
to claim 4) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein 
the at least one server is a policy server, the step of providing information to the at least one 
server of the communication session is according to the second protocol, and further comprises 
the steps of: 

i. Sending a message requesting the at least one of resource usage, policy, 
authorization, authentication, and accounting information to at least one policy 
server, and 

ii. Sending a message responding to the message in (a) with at least one of 
resource usage, policy, authorization, authentication, and accounting information; 
wherein the at least one of resource usage, policy, authorization, authentication, 
and accounting information is according to the at least one QoS policy. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999), as evidenced by Arao et al. 
(1999) (as applied to claim 1 and as further stated below). 

In an analogous art, Arao et al. (1999) discloses means wherein the at least one server is a 
policy server, the step of providing information to the at least one server of the communication 
session is according to the second protocol, and further comprises the steps of: 
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a. Sending a message requesting the at least one of resource usage, policy, 
authorization, authentication, and accounting information to at least one 
policy server (page 1389, column 2, paragraph 6). 

b. Sending a message responding to the message in (a) with at least one of 
resource usage, policy, authorization, authentication, and accounting 
information (page 1389, column 2, paragraph 6; page 1391, column 2, figure). 

Given the teaching of Arao et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
by sending messages to and from the policy server. The benefit of passing QoS parameters to 
and from this policy server is the increased oversight and the ability to alter QoS policy and 
decisions at a single point. 

3 1 . Regarding claim 7, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as 
applied to claim 1) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means 
wherein steps (a) and (b) are performed on a plurality of policy servers, one of the plurality of 
policy server being a local policy server for the first end client device, and one of the plurality of 
policy servers being a local policy server for the second end client device. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999), as evidenced by Arao et al. 
(1999). 

In an analogous art, Arao et al. (1999) discloses means wherein steps (a) and (b) of claim 
6 are performed on a plurality of policy servers (page 1389, column 2, paragraph 6; page 1391, 
column 2, figure), one of the plurality of policy server being a local policy server for the first end 
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client device, and one of the plurality of policy servers being a local policy server for the second 
end client device. 

Given the teaching of Arao et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
by employing multiple servers for clients in different domains. This allows for increased 
flexibility in policy and on the system in general. Users in each domain would be able to 
establish and implement policy specific to their function instead of adhering to the policy of the 
administrative center. 

32. Claims 8, 13, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schulzrinne et al. (1999), Arao et al. (1999), and Eriksson as applied to claim 6 above, and 
further in view of Boyle et al. (1999). 

33. Regarding claim 8, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999), Arao et al. 
(1999), and Eriksson (as applied to claim 6) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, 
it fails to disclose means wherein the second protocol includes Common Open Policy Service 
(COPS). 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999), Arao et al. (1999), and 
Eriksson, as evidenced by Boyle et al. (1999). 

In an analogous art, Boyle et al disclose means wherein the second protocol includes 
Common Open Policy Service (COPS) (page 3). Note that in the reference, the requests of the 
PEP conform to the steps a) and b) of claim 6. 
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Given the teaching of Boyle et al. (1999), a person having ordinary sill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
and Arao et al. (1999) by employing COPS. Using this is advantageous here because COPS is 
specifically geared and optimized for Internet Telephony and high priority communications over 
the Internet. Any standard for trading of parameters would be beneficial in the claimed system 
due to the fact that it gives a known interface for new clients. 

34. Regarding claim 13, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al (1999) (as 
applied to claim 8) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means 
wherein the network includes at least one clearinghouse server, the clearinghouse server 
providing resource usage, policy, authentication, authorization, and accounting information to 
each of the plurality of policy servers, the method further comprising the steps of: 

a. Means for sending a message requesting at least one of resource usage, policy, 
authentication, authorization, and accounting information to the at least one 
clearinghouse server according to the third protocol; and 

b. Means for sending a message including at least one of resource usage, policy, 
authentication, authorization, and accounting information to the at least one 
policy server according to the third protocol. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al, as evidenced by Arao et al. (1999). 

In an analogous art, Arao et al. (1999) discloses means wherein the network includes at 
least one clearinghouse server, the clearinghouse server providing resource usage, policy, 
authentication, authorization, and accounting information to each of the plurality of policy 



Application/Control Number: 09/435,540 Page 21 

Art Unit: 2153 

servers (page 1389, column 2, paragraph 6; page 1391, column 2, figure), the method further 
comprising the steps of: 

a. Means for sending a message including at least one of resource usage, policy, 
authentication, authorization, and accounting information to the at least one 
policy server according to the third protocol (page 1389, column 2, paragraph 
6; page 1391, column 2, figure). 
Given the teaching of Arao et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al (1999) 
by employing a clearinghouse server to send policy information to the policy servers local to 
each client or system. This is advantageous because it allow for multiple levels of control. The 
central administrator can make policy decisions for all domain servers, while each domain server 
can be configured for that specific domain. 

Also, it would further be obvious that the policy servers could send a message requesting 
at least one of resource usage, policy, authentication, authorization, and accounting information 
to the at least one clearinghouse server. Doing this is advantageous because it removes the need 
for constant update by the clearinghouse server and free up resources for other communication. 

35. Regarding claim 14, Schulzrinne teaches all the limitations as applied to claim 13. They 
further teach means wherein the third protocol is an Open Settlement Protocol (Abstract). Please 
note that RSVP can be considered an Open Settlement Protocol. 

36. Claims 12, 23, 27, 29, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao et al. (1999) as applied to claim 9 above, and further in 
view of Boyle et al. (1999). 
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37. Regarding claim 12, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao 
et al. (1999) (as applied to claim 9) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to 
disclose means wherein the second protocol includes Common Open Policy Service (COPS). 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao et al (1999), as 
evidenced by Boyle et al. (1999). 

In an analogous art, Boyle et al disclose means wherein the second protocol includes 
Common Open Policy Service (COPS) (page 3). Note that in the reference, the requests of the 
PEP conform to the steps (a)-(c) of claim 9. 

Given the teaching of Boyle et al. (1999), a person having ordinary sill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
and Arao et al. (1999) by employing COPS. Any standard for trading of parameters would be 
beneficial in the claimed system due to the fact that it gives a known interface for new clients. 
Using this is advantageous here because COPS is specifically geared and optimized for Internet 
Telephony and high priority communications over the Internet. 

38. Regarding claim 23, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao 
et al. (1999) (as applied to claim 21) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails 
to disclose means wherein the second protocol includes a Common Open Policy Service (COPS). 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao et al. (1999), as 
evidenced by Boyle et al. (1999). 
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In an analogous art, Boyle et al disclose means wherein session teardown steps use a 
Common Open Policy Service (COPS) (page 3). 

Given the teaching of Boyle et al. (1999), a person having ordinary sill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
and Arao et al. (1999) by employing COPS. Any standard for trading of parameters would be 
beneficial in the claimed system due to the fact that it gives a known interface for new clients. 
Using this is advantageous here because COPS is specifically geared and optimized for Internet 
Telephony and high priority communications over the Internet. 

39. Regarding claim 27, although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao 
et al. (1999) (as applied to claim 24) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails 
to disclose means wherein the second protocol includes a Common Open Policy Service (COPS). 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) and Arao et al. (1999), as 
evidenced by Boyle et al. (1999). 

In an analogous art, Boyle et al disclose means wherein session teardown steps use a 
Common Open Policy Service (COPS) (page 3). 

Given the teaching of Boyle et al. (1999), a person having ordinary sill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
and Arao et al. (1999) by employing COPS. Any standard for trading of parameters would be 
beneficial in the claimed system due to the fact that it gives a known interface for new clients. 
Using this is advantageous here because COPS is specifically geared and optimized for Internet 
Telephony and high priority communications over the Internet. 
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40. Regarding claim 29, Schulzrinne teach means for providing information according to the 
third protocol (Abstract, page 1). Although the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al. (1999) (as 
applied to claim 27) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose 
means for: 

a. Sending a message reporting at least one of resource usage, policy, 
authentication, authorization, and accounting information concerning 
terminating the session to the at least one clearinghouse server. 

b. Sending a message confirming the receipt of the message in step (a) to the at 
least one policy server. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Schulzrinne et al (1999), as evidenced by Arao et al. 
(1999). 

In an analogous art, Arao et al. (1999) discloses for: 

a. Sending a message reporting at least one of resource usage, policy, 
authentication, authorization, and accounting information concerning 
terminating the session to the at least one clearinghouse server (page 1389, 
column 2, paragraph 6; page 1391, column 2, figure). 

b. Sending a message confirming the receipt of the message in step (a) to the at 
least one policy server (page 1389, column 2, paragraph 6; page 1391, column 
2, figure). 

Given the teaching of Arao et al. (1999), a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Schulzrinne et al. (1999) 
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by employing a clearinghouse server to send policy information to the policy servers local to 
each client or system. This is advantageous because it allow for multiple levels of control. The 
central administrator can make policy decisions for all domain servers, while each domain server 
can be configured for that specific domain. Further it benefits to the system to have receipt 
confirmation so the likelihood of an unseen error is low. 

41. Regarding claim 30, Schulzrinne teaches all the limitations as applied to claim 29. They 
further teach means wherein the third protocol is an Open Settlement Protocol (Abstract). Please 
note that RSVP can be considered an Open Settlement Protocol. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin Parton whose telephone number is (703)306-0543. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00AM - 4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (703)305-4792. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Kevin Parton 
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